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The use of soclal sclence methods to evaluate public relations

r

_ actlvltles may be hypotheslzed to follow patterns of diffusion slmllar

¥
to other‘ innovattons. Indlvldual practltloners wlll be motlvated by .

;lnternal??nd social forces to acquire knowledge of evaluatlon methods,

be persuaded of thelr relative advantages, adopt the lnnovatlons on a’

_ trlal basis, and declde to continue or discontinue thelr use." o

Professlonal and research literature related to public relatlons Y

has long advocated the adoptlon of social sclence research methods to

evaluate publlc relatlons actlvltles. Perhaps the strongest call for

’ adoptlon of lnnovatlve methods was stated by Roblnson who 'def ined the

‘ment of organlzatlonal objectlves. - ]

| 8
"publlc relatlons pnactltloner of the fuj}:e" as an "applled social

and behavlotal sclentlst."2 The role~of bllc relatlons practltloner

would become one of applying principles of. soclal sclence to accompllah-

ot
1

N ™

' Lewis argues from a different perspectlive, statlng that public

A}

relathns has "always been an applled soclal sclence."3 "What theypro‘

fessloh requlres 1s departure from its un§ystematlc approach and toward

lntegrated relatlons wlth the social scientific communlty. Accordlng~

to Lewls publlc relat[kons is not a craft, but an applled science.
. - Such pronouncements are not necessarlly greeted lth*enthuslasm

/

by practltloners steeped in |iberal arts tradltlons nd values. Suzf:)
changes accordlng to Pennington;, "sounded somewhat. dlgltaﬂ apd dudl

tant Innovators "belng dragged klcklng and screamlng, lnto the main-

stream" of evaluatlon and organlzatlonal accountablllty. :

#



' ) in dlscusshng eveluat1on In pulec relations, Cutlip and Center

“ meke note of the common' retorts of "seet-of-the-pents" practltloners
) " who assert that '""public relations Is an art' or 'we are dealing In

Intenglbles". :)mour probiems are indistinct. "o wrlght notes, In -
i4 / I
dlscusslng practltlone- responses to the need for measurement thet |

LY

many thought "'t

L 4

should not be measdred because they were artists
r,ther t menagers b o, ‘
/// EValuatlon of publﬁc relations ectlvltles is especlelly sensltl%e,

/
/ /because measuremeﬁt of "lntenglbles" may support- concluslons of Irre-

,///f »/\; levence of the publlc reletlons functlon. ‘Robert Marker, a prectltloner.
for the Armstrong Cork Cd.. noted a dey of reckoning wlth management when
Herker was asked to justlfy the coming fiscal PR budget. Marker p:Lvlded
serveral hundred feet of\news clippings as evidence of productiyity,
boestlng that he could paper one and one-half walls of the marketlng
executhe s offlce with cllpplngs left over. The merketlng execut lve

leaned forwerd and asked: "But what's all this worth to us?" Marker's

~N

_answer’ to that questlon was ‘an Innovative reorgan[zatlon of evaluetlon '

activitfes. at Armstrong.7 e B ‘ oo

In theoretlcal terms, resistance to the ddoptlon of an lnnovatlon

v can be thought of as a behavioral threshold, as an Individual- charac- |
. terlstlc that reslsts adoptlon and tends to melntain thL status. quo. 8

Soclel sclentlflc evaluatlon of publlc reletlongectlvltles lacks
;competlblllty with exlstlng organlzatlonel behevlor for many practitioners.

¢ ‘ " The cemplexlty of ‘the Innovation reduces opportunlty for trial edoptlon‘of

A
| ative practlces. The relative edventege of adoptlon may also be

questloned by many prectltloners. These are characteristic fectors slowlng
. o ' N o~

the process of dlffuslén,9 . L
‘ 7‘: . S .




Public Reletlghs By Objectives

-Much of whe impetus for change in public. reletlons comes from
v

outside the public reiations unit, from the organlzetlon and from

the envlronment. Speclflcally, orgenlzatlons find themselves under
o ,

lncreeslng scrutlny end demands from priority publics. As/envlron-

mentel uncertelnty tncreases, demands to eveluate the public reletlons -
. -\ ;
functlon are hypothesized to lncrease.lo' wlthln the' orgenlzetlon,

management by objective (MBO) has been wldely edopted as an orgenlze-

; tional. philosoghy, \ "AS a consequence, manegeMents ere _tending to ’

vlnw publlc rela ons as £ proectlve rather than as a reactive 1’un<:tlon.'2

Accounteblllty is pushed downward through the® orgenlzetlonal structure,

'effectlng staff activitles prevlously untouched by such responslblllty.l3
: Publlc relations has come to be regqrded by meny orgenlzetlons as lnhe-

'rently effetts orlented Th In large corporetlons, systems of full charge-

t

bag&,,ln whlch profit cen‘prs are billed the fu t for public relations
servlces recelved from the Internal PR unlt have lmplemented to' tie
\
.15

.the publlc relations functlon inexorably to the "bott {ine."

Such change bodes 1. for practltloners who nerrowly define them-

selves as artlsans of§the lnverted pyranld As envlrorlnentel uncertelnty

(
forces senior management to partlclpate in the publlc reletlons functlon,

practltloners are lﬁtreasingly expected to thlnk‘"tlme and money, ‘set -

.goels and estebllsh prlo:ltles." The "Journallst ln-resldegce" is now

belng requlred to plan approaches and execute accordlng to plan, rether

. ' than reacting to the "latest squeeklng wheel nlb

The public reletions function, iIn short, lncreeslngly Is ;;hng viewed

as a management functlon in many organlzations. The communlcetfon and

‘other ecthltles of the publlc relations unit are planned, goel-orlented

b ' ?

i‘}\.5.’ R f
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actions, and are e)&pected to echleve objectlves of dlrect r levence

to the. orgenlzet l?n\s survival end growth. Practltloners dre expected

A

to. make dejls/lgri” they are»held eccounteble for ?JtCWlQS of thelr ,
‘ . Py v L

R LJ e ! i L .p—.

activiti es. _
Such chenge 1s cérnectly percelved as threatening to some prac-'
tltloners hired on the basls of "journallstlc skills, experlence and

contects." 7 As Ma’hall notes ”great wrlters do not necessarlly

N

beq:me successful managers.' u18 ’. 'l- e

. . T Evaluatlon and Publ ic Rela‘tlons .

Methods of evaluetlon are lndlcatlve of' a lerger prdblem-solv!ng
J .

approach. Robl on argues that publlc reletlone as a professlon is
e\fblv!ng along paths prevlousl sravelled by medlclne and englneerlng.

Speclflcelly, publ ic.relations prect'ltloners have tradltlonally solved
,'

problunq, by dependlng on thelr "own Judgment, reallzlng full wa that o e e
rellable knowledge ls extremely llmlted." 19 Professlbnel judgment, per- .

.a

' heps conflrmed throflgh consultetlon wlth another practltloper, beccmes

~the prlmery problem-solvlog mechanlsm. Roblnson descrfges this lndlvl-.-,

- .
P!

dual approach to problem-solvlng as the "seet-of-the-pents" school
Problem-sodylng is subjectlve, lntultlve, personal and lergtey unencum- ° :

-

bered or esslsted by the socJaI sclences.zo N . . ' ,:i .

As has occurred in medlclne and engineering, public relatlons at the.:

. .soclal level of analysls }s novlng on a cont [nuum towerd’fvhat Roblnson /'--_-__' ‘ :

cells the "scientlflcaﬂy-derlved knowledge stage.'. Because public o
relations goals generally involve change or malntenen*c‘efof knowl edge
levels, attitudes and/or behavior of publ ics, the functlon ls fecllltated
by advances .in the soclel sciences of comuunlcatlon, psychology. soclology,

economlcs and others. As pure research brings sophlstlc(t lon to our

- Q." l . \-~ o .
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' ‘ L 3
_underetendlng of human ettltudes‘end behevlor, publlc reletlons, as ///::k '

?, f' an applied professlonel of soclel sclence, becomes lncreeslngly '
ob]ectlve, rlgesous, empirical end theory based ln solving problems.?, ".
Eveluetion end measurement In publfc relations have provided fer-'

tlle soll- f‘ theory constructlon. Contlngency models, coorleﬂgptlon

models and open- vs, closed-system theory have been invoked to explel

. the' reseerch and evaluation funcilons in publlc relatlons.22 ~ . ;
e ‘ Here, a narrower focus Is at play. The eveluetlon functlon is
» ’ .- v ’

conceptuellzed as [nvolving two meEhodoIochel approaches and three

" content . arees:L,After Roblns"_,23 the two methods of evaluation are

‘dlchotomlzed as eéﬁher scien ljjc or lndlvldualletlc. chhotomlzlng

evalyation mothods ln this way simplifies Roblnson s model of a con- .

tlpuu& of aep:oeches to probl;m~so§vjng, and at the samb tlme distorts
ST ) :

: , . - J 3 » :
its lntent; However,'measurement lssues outwelgh these concerns; -

' dlchotomlzlng the contln provldes bese for rough exploratory testlng.

pe
N ~ This s:Zdy operetlone?lzes two me s/of evaluetlon. >After

Roblnson, t sclentlflc method lnvolves systemetlc end/doantltetlve data

" collectloh and analysls. lnfonmethon;ih’ shered resource, procedures

550

are suhject to replication. Such met s, are lnherently obj%ctlve. The )

indlvlduall;tlc or se&t-of-pents method lnvolves highly lndlvldue]lzed

. N\
epproaches to evaluation. Such methods are not systematlc- hunches, .

R H

guesses and: "gut" reactlons ali\fpll urider. this cetegory. lnformatlon
is shered only xo the degree thet other practitioners, Iooklng at the .W N\

same problem, may apply similar hunches, guesses and “gut" reactions.

eluatlon is fevored holistlc concluslons are accepted

) -

without evidence.
-Three content areas are operatlonalfzed Preggratlon evaluetlon

lnvolves the edequacy of background lnformatlon during the planning /;///°
' ( N




process, the organlzatlon of messages and their presentat lon. Content, ‘
style, Pormat and packaging of publlc relations communt tlons are /l a
Includ preparatlon ev‘pluat lon." { . 7

Dlssem!natlon evaluation Involves the placement of messages, counts .

of people recelving the message!i and attendance to the lnfory:at lon pro-

]
. }C/vlded _Distribution, med1ia placement, coverage, reach, opportunlty for
ekposure, readership, vlewershlp, Ilstenershlp and attendance are all

. part of dissemination evaluatfon. ' (
. N 0‘ P
»" Impact evaluatlon lﬂVolves assessment of kndwledge*rlevel attitude

and behavioral change (or malntenance) among publics. The number of

ﬁeople who learn the content of a message, the number who -change atti- 3

>

¢ tud,es, the number who act in a desired way ~- aI)fmay be sub]ects of

impact evaluation. Thus,/lnformatlon gain, Increased awareness, %

~

I, ‘ . .
lncrea}ed/;\derstandlng, situation and cross-situational evaluation, °

' behavloral change. adoption, cultural. integratlon and\soc"lal'support are

all Indlcators of impact. - ' ; K i

leen two methodologlcal approaches to publlc relatlons evaluation
\ v
th three areas of evaluation content a matrix gan be constructed to

lnc porate six discrete cells of evaluation act lvltles. Sucg a pu Hc

relation //evaluatlon"‘mtrlx I's provlded in Figure 1. wlthln each cell

!

of the matrlx is a conceptual descrlptlon of’ the type of actlxlty whi¥h

would typlfy such evaluatlon

! N %‘r\;‘
Fyom the conceptual descrlptlons in the publlc (relatlons evaluat‘lon (

N
matrix, behavIoraI mepsures can be opera fonalized. That ls, spechlc

practltloner actlvttles were ldenttfled through a review of the Ilterature

and discusslons with practitioners whlch fit the characteristics of each

' ~

-

i
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Content of Eviluatlon

‘ k
Preparaton Dissenmination Impact
Comiunlcation - Disseminat lon of Inpact of PR

activities prepared
via app}ication of
internal |zed

messages evaluated
by reactlons of
mass medla professlonals.

activitles evaluated
vla subjectlve,
qual [tatlve "sense"

via applicatlon’
_of sclentifically~
' derived knowledge
? of publlecs.

activitles prepared

messages waluatad
Ry qua tifled
8s of medla’

usage of nessages,

professional f publics' reactions, °
standards of ’
qual Ity. = '
1 "
\ 1]
. ! '
Communcat lon Dissenination of | Impact of PR |

|- activities evaluated

Yia object Ive,
quantltatlve measure
‘of publlcs' reactions,

T g sanbBj) gy
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With a convenience sample of prectitioners, r

. cell. These operational measures of eveluetlfe\actlvl;les were pretested

vised,* and lncorporeted into
& survey instrument. The actual jtems are dleleyed in Figure 2, organized

by method and by content area. Two items were operationalized for each

cell of the matrix.

.-

Rellability coefficlents (alpha) were computed for the combined

scientific evaluation methods scale and the seat-of-pents evaluation methods
24

‘scale. Alpha relleblllty coefflclents were .79 and 75 respectlvely A

¥hen these scales were broken down by content areas to yleld 'six sceles.if’

' they use?

‘made up of t \\Ttems each, the following alpha vnlues were calculated:

scientific preparation scale, -64; seatrof-pants preparation scale, .41;

sclentific dissemination'scale, .77; seat-of-pants dissemination scale,
/ . .

-68; scientific impp€t scale, .54; seat-of-pants Impact scale, .57.’
v The Research Qnes=i»n '

What are the relatlons between the 't pat of organlzatlonel roles that

publlc reletlons practlt!oners pley and the types of eveluetlonJQethods

v
4

. .
The 12 items displayed in Figure-2 provide behavioral indicators of

methodologles end'content‘areas of public reletlons evaluation ectlw‘tles

“Since: use of soclal sclence research techniques are regarded as Innovations

in public relatfomps, one would\anticipete an adopter typology along classic
diffusion llnes,&conslstlng of lnnovators. early adopters, ealy majority,
;ete majority end laggards.zs Based on the over'1 500 diffusion of inno-
vetlon studies syntheslzed by Rogers with Shoemaker, characteristics of .
lnnovetors dlstllled from prlor research can be used to develop hypotheses
ebout adopt ion of evaluation technlques.26

' lnnovatlveness wlth regerd to eveluei‘{h is but one characterlstlc

«W -
emong many charecterlstlcs that dlstlnguish one publlc reletfbns

lv . . '

L



Figqure 2.

Bohavibrai Indicators of Programmatic Evaluation
Methods Used : \.

. P L .
Preparatian Evaluation

Scientific Methods

SQAt-of-Pantl Methods

-

Ihmd:nﬂaﬁmw&mmwom 1 prepare camamications by testing preliminary
. uu.damawimumfuuxm mwudbm\cm&-m
scosmlatad an the subject. N adree from pblice involved. -
. . M
* 1 chack commnication strategies Axing pre- } prepare cnmnications by first reviewing
parstion by reviewing tham prectitioner * relovant mblished (Gallyp, Hacris,
bf}mwymﬁm:m w;.;w)mmhl;ndm
Dissemination Evaluation
Seat-of-Pants Methods Salentific Methods
I monitor disseminstion of messsges (neve . 1 monitor of
t“,'.te)m:dmm stories, editorials, letters to editors) |
sxng rass media professionsls. & fooxal, engoing content amalysis!
N of ttave in the clip .
x-uunxihnaa-Mununct-inn-xm-u 1 monitor the of messages  (neve
raleases, etc.) through periodic,! formal releases, etc.) through a coprebensive clip
RTHR with swnicr media professiorals. othac vital searsst PIsed, reach, and

i

J&(/,/7 ‘Impact -Evaluation ,
Seat-ofsPafits Methdds ' Scientific Methods
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practltloner from another ‘In terms of the ocgantzatlonal roles they play.

U!lng ldentlfled roleﬁcharacteristlcs, the postnlates of dlffuslon research
a ¢ - -
can be- used to develop theory-based hypotheses about relatlonshlps between

o .
eveluatlon methods and organlzatlonal roles.. ; _ .

"
-

A flnal polpt is. cruclal Evaluatldn ln a@y form, sclentlflc on

s

seat-of—-pants, properly 1s wldely regardedv as lnnoVatlve., A practltloner .

T s flr%t innovat ive by adoptlng any methodologlcol approach to evaluaeloh.

f ““As -the more\complex and demandlng technlques o? sclentlflc evaluatlon are .

v

e

-~

' adopted they" serve to supplement rather than réplace~seat-of~pants

Al

t KR =

‘

eveluetlon. Such, in any case, Is the underlylng assumptlon of the fo(t::lng
- - . .o oo ) !
v WA o ,

‘hypotheses. - g . -

"h

Organizational Rolgs 5 s

' MeaSurement of - organlzatlonal roles Is facllltated by studles,by Broom27,
'28.

' and Broom-adh Smith™™ . Based on experlmental tests of organizational role

"..

models derlved from the’ literature and consultlng actlvltles, Broom.developed

' and pre-tested 24 behavloral indicators of practitioner organlzetlonal roles. .

W

‘Broom developed éour conceptual, addntlve scales from the 24 lndlcators,

(-4

six measures/to each scale. Data were collected from 458 respondents, syste-’;

matlcally sampled from the national membershlp malling llst of the Publlc

3

Relations Soclety of Amerlca.z?

. Unlike the Broom study, the current study uses emplrlcally-derlved scales

3

of organizational roles, rather than a conceptual model. The §?bom data set :

was subjected to factor analysis to derive emplrlcal models of organlzatlonal

roles. Uslng factor score coefflclents derlved from analysis of the Broom

date set, weighted factor scales were developed. These organizational role

<t

P
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' ".sceles ere additive, as are the Broom scales, but‘vqrtables used as

- measures of the underly!ng organlzatlonal role were selected through

>

s observatlon of reported behavior rather than theory. Furthen each

-8

variable is welghted in terms of lts reletton to the underly!ng role,
vﬁrlables that are "better" measures of the underlylng role are

o 4 welghted to contribute more to the practltloner s organlzatlonal role

. score. . L T . ’ S
. » "Z% ‘A
o _From the Broom datg'set 355 practitfoners were lncluded ln the
L] 4 .
factor analysls.3o Four factors wlth elgenvalues greatTr than one
were extracted and rotated to final conflguratlon. They are interpreted

be low. - e

Factor 1: The Communication Mana r Role

s
As indicated in Table 1, seven behavioral Items with high factor-'
Joadlhgs serve as measu;es of the underly(ng organfﬁgtlohal role.
Analysis of these-items indicates a Senlor, hlgh-level organizational
e role. Prect!tioners with high scores on this role scale typlfy what
. Close3l and Marsha1132 describe as the modern publnc relations practl-

t]oner.' The communication manager role ls one of solvlng problems,

of proacttve and systématic plannlng. What dlstlngulshes this as a :B
managenient role I's the .emphasis on declslon-maklng and accountablllty,'
In this role, the practlttoner-makes dé!islons, rath/r7than simply
lmpfemedt decislons of others. In the final analysls, the practltloner
) n this role ls held accountablef?or the success or failure of public
relatlonsC;;?orts.
. "' eror dlffuslon'vesearch would ldentjff this role as favoring the

innovation of evaluation. In theayolo of problem~solver, declslon-meker




CTabled, -0 o .
Factor Loadtngs of Behevtoral lndi‘cetors for: {:smnuntcetlon 7

Menager ﬂ\d Comnuntcet}on Te«l:hn fctan Roles

| s :
e . :TOR 1: Communication Manager Role /

. . . . .\ ' ? e
Factor .. _ . A U ’
Load¥ngs = Item Descrtptton ' . T\ o

i ' W "91//
.85 - Because of my experience and traint others consider me / .

R Ty J/the organlzetlon s expert In solving PR pgoblems. L
© 80 _" I take. responslbllity for the succes_s or fallure -of my \

~— 7 organization's PR programs. - N
J9 - /T In’ meetings with management; | point out the need to follow
@ systematlc PR plannlhg process

79 / " | observe that others in the orgar\ﬂzatton hold me accounteble
/ l for the Success or fellure of PR programs. _ '
v 77 | operate a_s a catalyst In managemegt's' deciston-making.
‘,-"/;76 : | make communication pol lcy decisions.
Y £ R | keep management lnf'ormed of public reactions to organlzatlonal
o o pol k:les, procedures and/or .actions. .
_ ‘ o ‘
FACTOR 2: Communication Technician Role
Factor . o ‘ ‘ ) _
- Loadings item Description : - . .
: .80 ) : I'produ(:e brochures,“pamphlets \and other pﬁbllcatlons.
' ’ . ) N . - - . : :
' + .78 ~ | handle the technical aspects of producing PR materials.
: .58_ | do ptiotography. and graphics for PR materials,
.55 - I am the person who writes PR materlals pre,sentlng information
on issues important to the organization. v
.53 1 oedit and/or rewrlte for grammar and spelllng the meterlals
written by others ln the organization.
. - ‘ ! N . v *
- ’ v v . N - |2

5




‘{old problems. Afl the _‘

'prone to adopt lnnovati

’_?actor 2: The CommudTbntlén’Technlclanfkole

 pub

+

i

;Ioner ls predlcted to\perce e evaluatlon as

and plaﬁbef, ;hq'praét
relattveiy advant§§eo§
the role. As the organ‘zatlon*s publlc relattpns\ex rt, pcpctltloners
In this. role are expect‘

reuatlons-and expected

>

\"?

e g

fableil displays fiy behavioral tems that are h\ghly loaded on
the ccmnunlcat fon technlcfan role factor. . These ltems descrtbe an . " f
organlzatlonal role satur ted with’ the artisan actlvitles of tradl- - ’
tional public. relatlons, 13 ldentlfled by Penntngton,aé wrlght3“

§

4 ET;g the commUnlcatlon technlclan role are*
emersed in the mechanlcs of produclng brochures, pamphlets,/ggus
relcases, publications of all kinds, photographs and graphlcs. They
are performlng a relatively technical task, lmplementlng communlcatlon
declslons and plans made by others, (COmmunlcatlon technlclan practi-
tloners are unllkely to partlclpate In decls!on-maklng or problan-
solvlng actlvities). ' _

As artlsans of the wrltten word and graphlcs, prlor dlffuslon ’

research would suggest that practttloners with hlgh communlcatlon

: technlclan role scores are likely to be late adopters of cvaluatlon

’

In vatlgfsi Emerslop in the craft of message generation is Tlkely to

make evaluation seem threatening, especlally if such evaluatlon of the

relations function 1s new and unexplored, The Innovation is

»

|, | )

X Yo

o



. mass medla and serves as a condult of lnformatlon back to the

\ ' é" .

) erly to be vlewed as relatively dlsadvantageous. As lndlcated by

Pennlrgton,?& management' .efforts to drlve accountablllty to lower

staff functlons in the ordanlzatqon may be interpreted as threatenlng.

L]

- As primar”y non-numerlc, 'such artisans are llkely to flnd evaluatlon

lnnovatlons as deflclent in cUmpatlblth and trallabillty, while

complex ity of the lnnovat!on wm be viewed' as hlgh (Al these i

s T

_ factors would indlcate al\veak or nonexlstent relatlon between the ‘

conmunlcat fon techniclan role and Tddpt lon Jof d“aluat fon methods. -

Factor

The Hed ia Relations Role* ' N

Table 2 dlsplays three - items w}th hlgh factor iocadings on the

medla relatlons role factor. The three items loaded on thls role .

- factor lndlcate a sketchy profile o? the "journallst* lnrr‘esldence" -

approach to pgnblic relatlons.37 The practltloner wlth a hlgh score .

_on the medla relatlons role. scale is sk]lled ln relatlons wlth the

.
Lad *
[

organl:at lon about mass ‘media coverage. 2
Equally informat ive are ltems with negative loadlngs on the

medla relations role factor. lnformlng management of poHlng results

“ (factor foading = -.16) and auditing’ communlcatlon probiems with .

: pubHcs (factor loadlng - -.20) wou id -suggest a pattan of avoldlng

evaluat lon activit les.

Factor &: Th Commun § \lon Liaison Rol
actor e unica e

Table 2 dlsplays three ltems wlth heavy loadlngs on the communt -

r.

cation llalson role factor., Like. the medla relatlons role factor, ¢

the I tems provlde oniy a sketchy outilne of the underlylng orgpnlza-

tional role. whlle tpe medla relatlons roie stresses mass medlated

- e

R
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Loadings - I tom Descrlgtlon *.f"zi e

.68 l malntéln medu qontacts and' place press roluson& o

/ .54 B | koep othors ln the organ“lzatlon lnforn;ed of what the
/ media repprt about our organization and’ lnfﬁif;anq lssuo§

;e 38 .01 keep management lnvolved i pvery phase of the PR progrln. K 4

w e e . .. FACTOR 4: Communication Liaison Role' ;. " - g
. B ' \ ..° R . ‘, / / I'i 'l : -- - .
+ #Factor. = A% C K I R
‘ Loadings ltem Descrlptlon o o e T [

JAs *l represent the organlzatlon at evonts and meetlngs. . (\

7)) ' | create opportunltles for managanent to

> varlous lnternt‘l and extemal publlcs.
N 7. I When uorklng with m-nagers on PR, | ' : v, .. .altornatlvo'-
‘ coe approachos for solvlng problems. Tl N
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comnunlcatlon, the com;rlcat&on llalson role stresses lnterpersonal y

»

o commun icat lon activities. * ~ . . - o s

Furth}r the comnunlcatlon llalson role appws releted to the

s- % problem-solvlng process in an advisory cap‘hclty. Outllnlng alter~.

*

behavlorel indicators {_suggest that \Qro\le facllltates the pro-i'

|
|

| ) . .

e netlves to manalgers (factor loadlng = _40) couples with other - i
!

|

i

I cess of ‘decision-making and problem-solving. However, the prectl-' B

tioner wltlz a ‘hlgh cormnunlcatlon l1ialson role score does 'not’ make

declslaris (factor loading =" ~,06) and is not held accountable for -
[\ B success or@ellures (factor loading = =.06).. ' ' _ | '4 '
| | , As such, practltloners wlth hlgh comunlcatlon lla n scores - )
‘.’ dlffer from comnunicatlon manggers In tems of dpé’lslon-maklng respon- -
slblllty. whether this ls a characterlstlc lmposed 3 the practltloner ,
/ . by the orgenlzats nal context or a posltlon actlvely Sought by the ‘ S | --\t'
‘ ’ practltloner ls uncertaln. However , as;n advlsor to the decision-
making and problem-solvlng process, the coumunlcatlon llalson role i

. « would appear conduclve to adoptlon oﬁ evaluat loh lnnovatlons. - ; ¢

v

ctitioners playlng the comnunlcatlon llalson role would n‘kely

a ¢ Coe Y g

. percefl,ve’ relat.lve advantage to ‘evaluation lnnovatlons, stnce evalua- NN Lt
.y ., ;' ‘ [ [ " .
I 'tlon‘end measurement ,ere key to successful problem-solvlng 38 Adbp‘t

tion of eveluatlon lnnovat lon(; w«!uld be compatlblq wlth the problg-

solvlng charactersltlcs of' the role. 39 - ;
Z\ . . m, ] . ) . P .‘ . . ) ' i
impl lcatlons of Role Scores K ._ _ L .

Factor anel.yzlng Broom's data<pr vides methodologlcal rlgor to
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Analysls of the Broom data ylelded formul;s for calculatlng each
e 2

respondent's score on the: communlcatlon manager, communlcatlon

technlclan medla relations and communication lialson scales.
“ﬁ N

Inferent in R-f ctor analysls is the assumptlon that each,

respondent’posSesses ch organlzatlonal role to some degree. This .

. aj:ymptlon Is not unreasonable, -as pubjlc retatjons practltloners
6]

y perform In several roles ln a typlcal workday, shlftlng roles
.

. to accomodate organlzatlonal expectatlons and condltlons.
K 1

o . _— S Methodolog& . / -
: " . s o 'i-i" &
S . . ations practiiffe ,} an ﬂlego, Qallfh were
; :

e ]’:m-
i v e

Its temperate,-“sunig¥¢§ﬂ4cllmate and hlgh cost of llvlng. Major

growth‘lndustrles Include aerospace and other hlgh-technology lndus-

.A ’/1

- trles. ‘Four profess}ﬁnal organlzatlons in San Dlego cooperated in this
research project?\ the Publlc Relations Society of America, the Inter>
-natlonal Assdclatlon of Buslness Communlcators, the #ubllc Relatlons
v 'Club of San Diego and WOmen ln Communlcatlons, lnc.. $.D. Chapter) Al

b . - 'four o(ﬁanlzatlons pgovlded malllng lists.- i??fef ) tches! requestlng

. queStlonnalre cnmpletlon were made at membershlp meetlngs in February‘198l7
R

. Because 3 single comm&nlty~dzs surjeyed generallzatlons from thls\‘

' -study are suggestlve of further research opportunltles. whlle the declslon

’to survey a slngle communlty comprehenslvely was dlctated by 1arger Issues, ﬁO

%

San Dlego does approxlmate a microcosm. of the natlonal practltloner popula-

tlom: A” comparlson was made of pra*ﬁltloners in the present study and Broom's

L]

‘natlonal survey of publlc relatlons practltloners in l979. uslng the PRSA
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1
> membership Ilst."I In the present study, practlttqners worked for non~
profit organizations In greater numbers than in the national study (hﬁ%

‘ln San Diedb vs. 30% natlonally) Regarding lncome, years of practitioner

”
experlence, tenure at present Job media experience, age, educatton and L

male dcminatlon, the PRSA respondents in the present study closely resemble
resgondents to the 1979 national PRSA survey. Because other'professlonal
assoclations were included in the ;resent study, the overall respondent N
characteristics differ sllghtly from those of the natlonal PRSA survey.

The present study's respondgnzi !ncluded more women (42% iIn San Diego vs.

28% natlonally ‘In the 1979 PRSA survey) were younger (39 years in Seh

c. Dlego vs. hb natlonally, on the average) earned lower annual’salaries

«*

, + " ($26,98% In San ego vs. $34,355 natlonaily on the average) arid had
- fewer years of practittoner experience ( 9 Years among -San - Dlego respon-

dents.'vs. 14 years amongﬁ}espondents*of the natlonal PRSA study) Ihls
i S

e .underscores the ccmmon perception of PRSA as the "ellte" professlonal L

-~

associatlon f%{ publlc relations practltloners.

From the four mallrng Ilsts, 37h practltioners wore identified. Of(
Ce td.ge, 41 were removed from the sample.because they. were retlred beceu
,they ‘had moved from the area or because they were not publlc relatlons f

_'practltloners, desplte thelr professlonal afflliatlon. Questlonnalre

a

1 were mafled to practltioners in February, a second wave of questlon

. was. sent to non- respondents'Tﬁ March. . A total of 169 questionnaires \were

. P
completed and returned a 50.7% resp%nse rate.

¢

Al

ln addition to the 2h organizational role items and 12" evaluation
methods Items, respondents provlded information about their educatl
professional background and experience, gender, income age‘qﬁd org'

.-zatlonal characteristics. The role and evaluation items were measur
. b ' 4

r . ) ‘ 18 /

T ' . " B * . .
S o : 221,- ’ . {
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using a seVen-poﬁt,‘ L-lkertv-_type scale, ra&glng 'from "'never"' (1) to
"alweYs" (79. | ' ‘

* Responses were coded In machlne-readable form for computer analysis
and test of hypotheses. Sfudy hypotheses were: }Q L \
hy: Communlcatlon manager role scores are slgnlflcantly correlated

WTEFTFEEF'?ETZFETT%E_hnd seat-of-pants evaluation methods. - e
¢ Communication technician role scores .are not lgnlflcantly

correlated with either seat-of-pants or scieAtific evalua_tlon .
methods. ‘ -

.'"‘ .

3} 'Medlla relations role scores are not slgnlflcantly correlated
- with either seat-of-pants or Sclentlflc evaluatlon methods.

hk: Communication llaison role scores are slgnl’flcantly correlated
with Bth) seat-of -pants and sclentlflc evaluation methods. ~

The followlng decision rule was establlshed

equal to or greater than one chance in 100.

S

b The null hypothesis is confirmed if lts probability of accuracy ls

The null hypothesls is rejected lf lts probablllty of accuracy 1;
less than one chance in 100, . - _

3 :
Organlzatlonal role scores and evg{uatlon method and evaluatlon\content

. v

.scores were computed for each respondent. Pearson product-moment correla-

- tlon coefflclents’ were computed for each of the four organlzatlonal role

scores and the two methods of evaluatuon* ’ sclentlflc end seat-ofJants.

%" , Flndlngs

S

As lndlcated in Flgure 3, hypotheses h], hz and h,’ were conflrmed by
tests of slgnlflcanaeof’ the Pearson product-moment correlatlons. Hypothesls

3, on the other hand ‘was réjected accordlng to the decision rule.

Communlcatlon manager role{)scores are significantly and positively

correlated with both seat-of-pa ts and sclentlflc evaluation activities..

\

Conmunlcetlon technician role's(\:lares are not correlated with eilther

p

19
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s . Correlation of Overall Evgjustion Methed Scores X
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. Overall Sclentific Overal Seat-of-F&nts
> + Eyaluation Scores Evaluatlon~§cores
. . . R f
. : Communication -
, Manager ] .37 .57 .
- Role ‘ -p<.0} - p< .01
Scores '
. ) ,'
Communicat ion : C Y ' . )
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p<.0l
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ﬁ\scores,‘communlcation technician scores and ¢

| : Y . |
seat-of-pants or sclientific evaluatlon activities. memun!catlon lla!son
N .

role scores are sIgnlf!cantly and pos!ti ly correlated wlth'Bgth seat-of-
)

pants and sclentlflq}evaluatlon act es. These fIndlngs are conslstent

wlth the research hypotheses and with the‘lnterpretatlon of role factors.
f\

"They' are consistent with Inferences drawn from pripr diffusion ressarch,
. d

concerning the relative advanmtage, compatlbflity, complexity and traill- . s
ability of lnnovdtlons'for practitioners playing certain organizational '
roles.hz_ ' .

" The slgnlflcant, posfthe relationship betwaen med ia relatlons role { -~

scores and seatrof~pants/scientlflc evaluatlon actlvltles is counter to

the lnterpretatlon of the organlzatlonal role factor and contradlcts v

u,

inferences dtawn from prlor diffuslon research.

» a

To understand t ls unexpected flndlng, correlatlons between organl~

zat'onal role scores/and each content component evaluation score were

examined. " ’ { : _ * _ .
Y Six evaluation actlv]ty scores can be computed,'one.for.eacn cell

of the pébllc relatlons evaluation .matrix. Then, Pearson product;momentQ

-’
A Y

correlation coefficients can be computed for each organizational role
score with each evaluation content-method score. Flnally, each corre~

lation coefflcient can be determlned to be either stailstlcally significant

~

‘oF not slgnlflcant accordYng to the decision rule.
4

Figure 4 dlsplays the results of these computations and statlstfcol

tests, As might be expected, the relations'o:::§fn communication manoger

unication liaison scores T\

>

21



9

Figure 4.

N

|

COrrelatxon of Organizational Role ScEEes with %he Preparation,

Dissemingtfon and Impact Components of ch\Evaluat1on Methods Scores

25

~—
\

/// ( S
. & v N
' Preparation Evaluation
Comt, Mgr. Comm. Tech.  Media Relatn.  Comn. Liaiscn
Scientific — - ] . 1
ST S S PR e .00"" 49"
o - roms * T *
" Seat-of-Pants| -39 , 17 o31 .30
e .
! Al A .
" . . * b'l ¢t 7 .
< Y Dissemination Evaluation
Cam. Mgr. Camn. Tech. MaﬁAxRehnn!‘Qgcumn Liaison
Scientific * T * % R
.25 .17 43" 25* ,
* LX 3 - « ‘. .* )
- Seat-of-Pants | -45 . -16 .36 . 40 '
. .
Impact Evaluatlon ’
Or:mn Maor. Ccmn Tech. Media Relatn.  Conm.. Liaison
Scientific -
. 28" . amtt 02" 48"
- — —— T ———
Seat-of-Pants | 52 -03 27 -41 4J '
jvd e T l
*Piarlcn product-moment correlation is sidnificant;
.p&.01 : : .
**ﬂearson'product-momenq/éorrelation is not sighifjcant.
4 .

\
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{ with each of the six content-method evaluatlon scores are consistent with

the research hypotheses h', h2 and h.r That Is, the posltlve;reJattonshtps

between communicat fon mdnage scores and - communlcatlon’ilalson scores ure

i;ltlstlcally sggnrflcant for- each qf the separate content areas of evalup-
t

lon, _Ltkewlse; no relatloe;hlp exlsts between.cOmmunlcatlon technlclan

~

role scores and any of the coq‘nnt-speclftc evaluatloh actlvltles.

J.

A _ 'Ulth regard to.the media relatlons role scores, Figure 4 Indlcates
I slgnlflcant posltlve correlatlons between each of. the seat-ofﬁpants con- :
) g . '

tegt-speclfjc.evaluation actlviules and media relatlons role scores.

o — N

ounter A0o. the hypotheslsq practltioners with hlgh inedia relatlons role'

//;cores engage In a'number of seat-of-pants evaluatlon actlvltles,ln

/,/’\\// messagefpreparatlon message dissemination and message lmpact.

v‘y . The relatTgnship between media relatlons’role scores and content-.

speclftc measures ‘of scientific evaluation Is lnformatlve. With regsrd.

“ -

" . to evaluation ln areas of preparatlon and impact, the relatlTnshlp between

media relatlons role scores and evaluation activities Is ni} . Only ln the _‘

area of dissemination evaluation does a strong, positive relatlonshlp exls
4 between role scores and scienttfic evaluation activitles. These sclentific ,,w g
» _actlvltles jdclude content analysis of media messages and quantlflcatlon of
clip file statistlcs. Returning to dtffuslon research such adoption of

. Innovation in this -particular content area would appear conslstent in retro-

spect, wlth relatlve advantage. A practitioner playing a media relatlons .
role, who Is effective in placlng news re]eases in the mass media, might see

“ quantification of these successes as helpful ammunition in feuds with others
who want to know: '"What's PR done for me lately?" | ' .

To flesh out the profite of the organizational roles played by publlc.

relations practitioners, respondents were divided into categorres of dominant




BV . _
{ .

- roles., A respondent's'dominant‘roie was determined by the highest score o

amono the four role scores. Because role scores are normaltzed this
process artfflcial\y divides. the sample Into four roughly equal-slzed
groups, This categorizatlon Ig lndependent of the’ abSqute frequency of
speciflc actlvftles relevant to: each role score. Thls method does permlt
‘development of a rough profile of practitloners for each dominant role.

' ~Such a domlnant role.profile is dlsplayed in Figure 5._ Practitloners
in eoch of the dominant reles do not differ significantly in age,’ educatlon,
years of profeSsIonaI experience and years in thejr: current job. 3 The
pract?tloners do differ slgnlflcantly ln terms of organlzatl’l position,

) Respondents were alred to lndlcate whether they were ranked as top manage-

ment, middle management or staff A higher percentage of ‘communlcat ion

~ managers were ranked top management- a higher percentage of communication

technlclans were ranked staff. These)\differences were statlstlcally

significant (chi square - 14, 9; d.f, = 6;'p<.05).

Hlth regard to mean lncome, seat-of-pants evaluation scores and

sclentlflc evaluation scores, communlcatlon techniclans show slgnfflcantly

lower ayerages, when compared to the means of other domlnant roIe ypes.

‘T

Further, the communication technician role does not appear to be a tran-

sltlonal'role, leadlng to better career opportunttles and hlgher pay.

'Communlcat!on technlclans are pald about SIO 000 less each year than

communlcatlon managers and éommunication lialson practitioners, despite

comparable educatfon and professlonal experlence. A similar problem affllcts

the media relatlons practitioner: Income is only,sllghtly better than that

» of communication technicians.

- &
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" Proflles of PR Ptfutltloners for Each Dominant Organizatlonal Role Type |

of other dominant roles (pe.05), |

\

4

Vs, Educ. Yrs, PR‘ ~ Yrs, at.  Percent In  Mean Mean Seat-of- Hean,ﬁlentlflc
Age _ Beyond H.5, . Experience Current Job Top Wont. __Iiicona Pants Score _Evluation Score
Conm, _ S o | ;
Mgr. Wb 46 N 1 43 32,64 533,000 h.86 3.25
-3 VR R S I AP
Tech, 3.2 - b6 I bt 2.1 181,90 §,23 .7
d .
. /
- o
MNedia a ‘ ) ' 5 ' ;
Relations | 39.2] 4.8 82| 5 B3 [823,360 a.b? 1.9
/
Lalson (39,81 b4 U LY A R O TR N Y 36
| *Ana‘lysls of varlance Indlcates thes

e\m.e&\s are signficantly less ;hdn the canbined means
‘ | .

-

G oanb) 3



. Conclusions and tmplications for Research
¥ e . ) .

Public relations practitioners perform different roles In theln
organizations. Because demands of -organizational roles dtffek, some .
organlzattonal noles.nre more 1ikely to adopt Innovative approaches ‘ to
evaluation of publlc rolatfons actlvltles. l

-/
Communicat fon managers, top ranked and highly paid practltloners,

are frequent users of both seat-of-pants, tndlvldualtstlc methods of

a

evaluation and sclentlflc evaluation methods.

Communication Ilalsons, middle management advlsors to senlor degision

makers, are also highly paid. They are also frequent users of both scien-

tific and seat-of-pants evaluation methods.
: / .
Media relations specialists are relatively low-paid practitioners at

the middle management'and staff rank. They frequently use soat-of-pants

methods of evaluation in a number of content areas, Thelr use of scientific

-

‘evaluatton methods is confined to dlssemlnatlon evaluatlon, prlnclpally

fcllp flle statlstlcs.

Con'munlcat ion. techniclans are rel'atwoly underpaid ‘gractitloners conf ined

. in dlsproportlonate numbers to the rank of lower staff. Desp!te comparable

education: and years of professlonal exporlence, these practitloners appear

conflned to the: technlcal aspects of publlc relatlons, they implement other

pQOple's declslons. Communlcatlon technlclans show no systematlc pattern of

svaluatlon actlvltles using either seat-offpants or sclentlflc methods . lndeed
=ombined evaiuaflon actfvlties in bothv tegories are slgnlflcanqu lower than
+v1’{Ls by other types of practlttoners.

4
indeed, adoptton of/lnnovatlons in evaluation appears related to success

similar act

in publlc relatlons careers. The Pearson product-moment correlation between

“
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(Slhcome ‘and evaluat ion ectlvl&les s slgnlflcant (sqjentlflc evaluatlon -

‘- 3| seat-of-pants eveluatlon - .31)

S ,,Beyond the scope ofothls study to date Is the. causel determlnants

S
y

a7

'é ofeorganlzatlonel roles, Two theoretlcel perspettlves seam relevant,
i W v
o @ﬂ lndivldual Ievel cadse would attribute orgenlzetlonel role pleyIng , '

1
&

$ ,,7; to porsonel cheracterlstlcs of lndlvlduel practltloners. Some practi~

#f‘ tloifrs tend by attlayde and behavioral predlsposltlon to select for
e

~h

ﬁves an organt:atlonel rode that seems ftttlng.

*f»!*On the other hand. system-level causecwould -attribute organlzetlonal

F~,); " role to sltuatlonal v;>lables and organlzetlonal cheracterlstlcs. Some
’orgenlzatlons,aby nature of environmental factors, internal organization . _‘l,;'

and perception of the PR function, simply requlre the prectltloner. re-

S

gardless of predisposition, to perform wlthln the confines of a particular ""; "

. orgenlzatlonal role.

.To test rfval hypotheses suggested by lndlvldual -levei and: system-
Tevel perspectlves. organizat!onal roies need be studied in terms of the
subjeotlve percept ions of practltloners. All indicators of roles in ‘the
current ‘study were érequencles of overt organizational behavior. What
.are the subjective attitudes and bellefs about the organlzatlon.,roles

|
i and careers that underlle the overt behavlor manifested by prectitlom.ers?.‘b

Focus group studies provlde one methodologlcal a‘Proach Q-method and
construction of bellef system models provide another epproach

Along other llnes, practitioner roles need study wlth regard to the /

N

rganizational contéxt. The objective clusters of organizational behavior

and,subjectlve bellef systems of'practitloners need to be measured aiong

N

with behevtors and perceptions of other organlzatlonal members. Analysls

of relations between practitioner cherecterlstlcs and characteristics of
L

the surrounding organlzetlon seems appropriate. bt
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